In this essay I explore the relationship between research reviews and the fields of study to which they pertain. 
Reviews of research or literature reviews, so goes the conventional wisdom, are designed to enable researchers to delineate our current knowledge about a particular problem, issue, or field of inquiry as well as to situate their research in its proper historical and epistemological context. Such reviews are a standard component of many, if not most, dissertations as evidence of the fact that authors possess a basic understanding of the state of the fields in which they are working and can link their work to that intellectual tradition (Fraenkel & Wallen, 1993, p. 59; McMillan & Schumacher, 1984, pp. 75-77) . These reviews can also stand alone as independent contributions to journals or books and serve to acquaint both readers and researchers with the existing state of research in a field and point perhaps to the direction that the field might be heading. It is this latter role that the Review of Educational Research has played since its inception in 1931 (Foreword, 1931, p.2) .
In writing this essay, I wish to look at research reviews in a different way. Rather than viewing them as reflections of the state of a field and its collective research, I want to turn things around and consider reviews as venues where fields of inquiry, subjects, or problem domains are constituted, reproduced, and at times changed. Specifically, I want to explore how over time the research reviews that have appeared and continue to appear in RER have constructed a field of educational inquiry and to consider what that relationship tells us about the connection between research reviews and the material reality of educational research.
The focus of my examination will be on the field of curriculum, which was the topic of the first issue of RER and twelve subsequent issues that appeared roughly every three to five years until 1969. 2 Concentrating this essay on this one field during the almost forty year period in which these reviews appeared brings with it benefits and liabilities. On the positive side, curriculum is the intellectual terrain that I know best and have thought most deeply about for the last three decades. If there is anywhere that my professional experience and scholarship will allow me to make a contribution to understanding the research review as a genre, it is more likely to be here than anywhere else. Similarly, such an approach will allow me to use the research methodology with which I am most familiar and comfortable, history. Specifically, the historical examination that I will undertake will enable me to explore the breaks and ruptures that have occurred over time in curriculum research which, in turn, have created the discontinuous, often contradictory intellectual pathways that taken together constitute the contemporary curriculum field. That is, my account will use the interpretive lens that history offers to say something about the present day curriculum field.
On the downside, of course, pursuing this strategy will place limitations on any conclusions that I am able to draw. I will hopefully in the end be able to say something compelling about the connection between curricular research and the curriculum field. The extent to which my conclusions will apply to other areas of educational research or to educational research in general is less certain.
Curriculum Research, Discursive Practices, and Regulation
What is it, then, about research reviews that render them as sites where fields such as curriculum are constituted? The answer lies in the language or discourse in which we frame these reviews. Embedded in this language are sets of discursive practices, Michel Foucault's (1972) term for the "body of anonymous, historical rules, always determined in the time and space that have defined a given period" (p. 117). These rules provide us with the systems of categories, classifications, and ordering principles that structure our reasoning about educational issues (Popkewitz, 1997) . And these systems, in turn, are the interpretive lenses through which we construct our understanding of the array of concepts we employ to talk about such educational matters as curriculum.
What we are in effect describing here is the regulative role of the curriculum. We typically interpret that role in institutional terms as something akin to the kind of state building that occurs in the public sphere when bureaucratic agencies seek to extend their administrative capacity to handle pressing problems (Skocpol, 1985, pp. 3-37) . That is, the proposals or policy recommendations that call for the establishment of certain kinds of school programs, classrooms, or other entities that mediate the distribution of knowledge, skills, and dispositions constitute the institutional forms through which the curriculum serves to regulate. We can, in other words, liken the effort to establish curriculum programs to the creation of the kind of state apparatuses that have been established by any of a number of political agencies to enhance their administrative capacity to manage the social, economic, political, and other problems that they face.
We need, however, to recognize another kind of regulation, one that is found in the discursive practices that are embedded in the language in which these curriculum proposals are cast. They allow for the kind of reasoning about children, teachers, and schools that make the creation of certain curricular forms seem to be sensible and compelling responses to given educational dilemmas. What we are describing here are two interconnected but analytically distinct regulative mechanisms or processes. The first, the establishment of curricular forms that approximate the work of state building, plays a clearly recognized regulative role. The second, the discursive practices embedded in the language in which these curricular proposals are cast, plays an equally important, albeit less visible, regulative role. Taken together, they represent the assumptions that determine how the curriculum regulates and the institutional forms through which that regulation occurs.
Viewing educational research in the way that we are doing here makes clear that knowledge, in this case knowledge about the curriculum, is neither objective nor neutral.3 As a regulative mechanism, knowledge is a form of power. It is not the overt and explicit power that some individuals hold over others and which operates through the institutions of the state. Rather, it is covert and implicit and operates through discourse (Eley, 1996; Foucault, 1980; 1979, pp. 3-31) . This second mode of power, Popkewitz (1991) notes, is embodied in the ways that individuals construct boundaries for themselves, define categories of good/bad, and envision possibilities. Power, in this latter sense, is intricately bound to the rules, standards, and styles of reasoning by which individuals sr, eak, think, and act in producing their everyday world. (p. 223) We are, then, talking about two forms of power, one adhering in the traditional organs of the state and the other embedded in language. Discursive practices, consequently, join knowledge to power to create a more encompassing and pervasive mechanism for governing (Popkewitz & Brennan, 1998, p. 16; Simola, Heikkinen, & Silvonen, 1998, p. 66) . It is this broader view of regulation that Foucault captures in his notion of "governmentality" (1991) with its shift of focus away from state institutions and toward day to day practices. According to Gordon (1991) , State theory attempts to deduce the modem activities of government from essential properties and propensities of the state, in particular its supposed propensity to growth and to swallow up or colonize everything outside itself. Foucault holds that the state has not such inherent propensities; more generally the state has no essence. The nature of the institu-tion of the state is, Foucault thinks, a function of changes in practices of government, rather than the converse. Political theory attends too much to institutions, and too little to practices. (p. 4)
Genealogy, Knowledge, and Power
If we are to understand how, in fact, research reviews construct the field or domain to which they refer, in this instance how curriculum reviews have constructed the field of curriculum, we need to find a way to explore the history of the relationship between the two. Specifically, we need to find a way to use that historical relationship to say something about the present state of the field. Genealogy offers such a method (Baker, 1998, p. 118; Dean, 1994, pp. 21, 154; Popkewitz & Brennan, 1998, p. 15) . According to Foucault, genealogy is "a form of history which can account for the constitution of knowledges, discourses, domains of objects, etc., without having to make reference to a subject which is either transcendental in relation to the field of events or runs in its empty sameness throughout the course of history" (1980, p. 117) . Its purpose, however, is not simply to explore how knowledge is constructed, but "to reestablish the various systems of subjection: not the anticipatory power of meaning but the hazardous play of dominations" (1977, p. 148) .
Genealogy represents a departure from the traditional historiographical task of looking for the origins and meanings of past events. It does not, in fact, admit to the existence of plans and goals. Rather, genealogy seeks "to identify the accidents, the minute deviations--or conversely, the complete reversals--the errors, the false appraisals, and the faculty calculations that gave birth to those things that continue to exist and have value for us" (Foucault, 1977, p. 146) .
The task of the genealogist is to write a history of the present by examining the lineage or lines of descent in our discourse. Such a method is not a form of presentism in which the historian writes about the past in terms of the present or attempts to locate present concerns in the past. Nor is it an approach designed to locate something of the present in the past and then to show how it followed a fixed and necessary pathway to the present. Genealogy brings clarity to the present insofar as it reveals what differences and discontinuities in our discourse tell us about the linkage between knowledge and power (Best, 1995, pp. ! I0-120; Cook, 1993, pp. 68-81; Foucault, 1977; Fraser, & Gordon, 1977; Gutting, 1989, pp. 6-7; Mahon, 1992, pp. 81-127; Noujain, 1987; Prado, 1995, pp. 33-50; Toews, 1994) .
One way to think about the body of curriculum research that has been reported in RER since 1931 is as a collection of distinctive themes appearing over time and exhibiting patterns of breaks and ruptures. Tracing these discontinuous lines, which is the central task of genealogy, will enable us to establish a connection between curriculum research as an instrument of power and regulation in the present and its lineage. Four such themes are evident in the pages of the Review: the state of curriculum research, the link between curriculum and society, curriculum selection and organization, and curriculum planning.
The first issue of RER in 1931 touted what was thought to be the emerging scientific character of curriculum research. Although most of the current research in the field was viewed as being "subjective," there was a small but increasing number of studies that adhered to the accepted canons of "scientific" research. It was anticipated that over the next three or four decades, curriculum research would emerge as an objective field of inquiry (Connor, 1931, p. 42) . This belief, however, seemed short-lived. The foreword to the second issue of the Review devoted to curriculum, which appeared in 1934, noted that thus far little in the way of "scientific evidence" about the curriculum has been uncovered (Freeman, 1934, p. 123) . Subsequent issues of the Review throughout the decade of the 1940s expressed a similar concern about the lack within the field of quality research (Connor, 1942, p. 268; Heyl & Young, 1945, p. 205) .
The 1950s saw the eclipse of this apparent faith in science. Curriculum research during this decade came to be seen as a complex enterprise that did not easily lend itself to traditional experimental methods. Researchers during this period seemed less interested in obtaining generalizable data than in improving the quality of teaching and learning in specific locations. Action research emerged as a popular methodology for curriculum investigations (Mackenzie & Bebell, 1951, p. 227; Passow, 1954, pp. 227-229) . The introduction to the 1957 curriculum issue of RER explicitly challenged the place of conventional research strategies in studying the curriculum. J. Galen Sayior, who chaired the planning committee that prepared the volume, noted the importance of "value judgements" in making curriculum decisions. It was, he went on to say, for that reason that many of the studies reviewed in this issue of the journal offer "statements of points of view and principles" rather than empirical evidence (1957, p. 239) .
By the 1960s, a consensus about the state of the field's research had emerged. Articles in the Review continued to make mention of the field's heretofore lack of accomplishment (Alexander, 1963 , p. 330, Baker, 1969 Gibboney, Sandberg, Carroll, Miller, & Miller, 1963, p.290; McNeil, 1969, p. 299) . In a 1960 RER article on the state of the curriculum field, John Goodlad (1960) noted:
Curriculum theorizing to date is best described as abstract speculation; curriculum research as "dust-bowl" empiricism; and curriculum practice as rule-of-thumb guesswork (often a wet thumb, at that, held aloft to test the direction of the prevailing breeze). (p. 195-96) Yet despite this negative assessment, there was the belief that there existed alternative research strategies that would allow the field to advance. Curriculum researchers would have to give up their long standing attempt to become more scientific by borrowing the methods of experimental psychology. In its place, researchers needed to embrace "naturalistic" approaches that examined actual classroom practice (Davis, 1963a, p. 230; Goodlad, 1969, p. 361) .
The decision of the 1970 RER Editorial Board to shift from publishing solicited reviews on pre-defined topics to a policy of publishing unsolicited reviews on topics of an author's choice solidified this shift by opening up the pages of the journal to an array of methodologies (Glass, 1970, pp. I-ii) . The four unsolicited articles on curriculum published after 1970 were more methodologically diverse than those published earlier. There was one paper that reviewed a number of traditional empirical studies of curriculum research (Walker, & Schaffarzick, 1974) . The other three articles included two policy reviews (Fullan & Pomfret, 1977; Kirst, & Walker, 1971 ) and a review of theoretical and philosophical studies (Short, 1973) .
The explanation for this continuing dissatisfaction with the state of curriculum research in the pages of the Review lies with the longstanding role that the idea of social control has played in the development of the curriculum field. Born out of the efforts of educational administrators in the years around World War I to create a so-called "scientific" method of curriculum making and developing under the commanding influence of its parent doctrine, social efficiency, the field's practitioners have sought over the years to use the curriculum as an instrument of social control. They looked, in other words, to the public school and its course of study for a means to create order, unity, and stability in a society that was undergoing the disiocative effects of industrialization, urbanization, and immigration (Franklin, 1986, pp. 98-118; Kliebard, 1995, pp. 105) . In RER and similar publications, these researchers transformed their beliefs about the social purposes of schooling into the seemingly scientific and objective language of psychology and learning. What resulted were efforts, which our reading of the Review suggests were often unsuccessful, to explain and predict the relationship between what schools taught and the beliefs and behavior of children (Darling-Hammond, 1992, pp. 41-42; Popkewitz, 1991, pp. 80-84) .
RER has been, from this vantage point, a site where curriculum theorists have defined their differing understandings about how the schools can be used as an instrument of social control. The shift away from empirical research toward a "naturalistic" approach at the end of the 1960s, for example, points to one such change in outlook. How specifically these fluctuations played themselves out can be seen in our treatment of a second RER theme, that of the link between curriculum research and society.
Curriculum Research and Society
Those who established the curriculum field during the early days of this century were, not unlike other Progressive era intellectuals, concerned about smoothing the nation's transformation from a rural, agrarian to an urban, industrial society. They talked about this task as one of restoring a sense of community to the American nation. Their goal was that of social control and their instrument was to be the school curriculum (Franklin, 1986, pp. 1-13) . How they approached that work ran a continuum from changing individuals to allow for their smoother adjustment to societal demands to altering society itself. In other words, the mission that they set for themselves, again not unlike the efforts of other intellectuals of the day in other institutions, was amelioration. The breaks and ruptures that have appeared in discussions in the Review about the link between curriculum and society since the 1930s point to the efforts that researchers contributing to this journal have made to constructing an ameliorative mission for the curriculum field.
The decade or so preceding the establishment of the Review of Educational Research was the heyday of the social efficiency movement and scientific curriculum making, and the social role of the curriculum was one of securing the adjustment of individuals to their work and citizenship roles. In that context, as one contributor to the journal noted, it was not common for curriculum researchers to raise questions about the "rightness" of existing social and political conditions. The 1930s saw a shift in how cur-riculum theorists viewed their ameliorative work from that of social adjustment to social change (Franklin, 1986, pp. 119-137; Franklin, 1988) , and they began to talk for the first time about the prospect of using the schools to build "a new social order" (Norton, 1934, p. 125) . During the remainder of the decade, curriculum researchers came to see their work as part of a larger political effort to reform the injustices and inequities of capitalism and to secure popular control over the economy (Harap, 1937, pp. 117-119) .
The pages of RER point to something of a break in this pattern of reasoning over the next two decades. Those writing in the journal continued to talk about using the curriculum to change society. They were, however, equally likely to emphasize the role of the schools in preparing individuals to live within society as it was presently constituted. A contributor to the 1951 issue on curriculum noted that in this so-called atomic age, the schools had to take on responsibility for developing democratic attitudes and values, better human relations skills, and knowledge of international affairs. At the same time, however, he also pointed out that the schools had a role in adjusting individuals to this new society. They should offer students information about the new types of work that atomic energy would make available (Gilbert, 1951, p. 204) . The Review was providing curriculum theorists of the day with a forum to articulate the break between the social reconstructionist orientation of the 1930s and the life adjustment movement of the decade following the end of World War II (Cornell, 1951, p. 172) . The journal was, in other words, a site in which curriculum theorists would work out this transformation by melding together the curriculum field's traditions of reform and adjustment, social reconstruction and social efficiency, a process that Kliebard has labeled "hybridization" (1995, pp. 179-205) .
The 1960s, again, saw another break in the field's reasoning as John Goodlad called on the schools to challenge the direction in which certain "powerful socializing forces" were directing the curriculum (1960, p. 187) . Reminiscent of the earlier social reconstructionist movement, curriculum theorists during this decade began to explore the impact that such social factors as race, class, poverty, and technology had on the curriculum (McNeil, 1969, pp. 293-300; Vars & Lowe, 1963, p. 263) . In many ways RER was the venue where curriculum theorists of this decade worked out the recalibration of the field that would set the stage for the emergence of the Neo-Marxist curriculum theorizing of the 1970s (Franklin, 1999) .
Curriculum Organization and Selection
The work of trying to construct a field of inquiry and research that was to serve as an instrument of social control with an ameliorative mission has posed a number of challenges for twentieth century curriculum theorists. Two of the most important appear as themes in RER and involve the identification of principles for guiding the tasks of curriculum organization and selection and the establishment of techniques of curriculum making, From the first, those educational administrators who established the curriculum field during the early years of this century were uncomfortable with the then conventional practice of organizing the school curriculum around the traditional disciplines of knowledge and the centrality that such an approach bestowed on the school subject. Their goal of making schooling an instrument of social control led them to question the then prevailing doctrine of liberal educa-tion with its goal of mental discipline. Similarly, their fears about cultural diversity in the wake of a growing influx into the population of Southern and Eastern European immigrants coupled with their faith in the emerging science of mental measurement led them to doubt the wisdom of offering all children a course of study that was academic in orientation (Franklin, 1986, pp. 44-58, 83-97) . Not unlike Herbert Spencer, some half-century before, they advocated a more utilitarian brand of schooling organized not around school subjects but around specific functions of adult living (Kliebard, 1992, pp. 27-50; Spencer, 1897, pp. 32, 37, 93-96) . The differing interpretations that contemporary curriculum historians have offered of the development of the curriculum field can be seen as attempts to offer alternative explanations for this struggle surrounding the place of the school subject (Franklin, 1999) .
For most of its existence, RER has been one vehicle through which curriculum researchers have attempted to work out this understanding of the curriculum. A 1937 article, for example, identifies a number of different organizational proposals including the bringing together of subjects into a number of broad fields such as social studies and science, the grouping of content around such functional life problems as health and recreation, and the arrangement of the curriculum around the interests and needs of children (Everett, & Wattenberg, 1931, p. 124) . Over the next two decades, the pages of the Review were replete with articles noting successful efforts at replacing a discipline centered curriculum with a course of study organized around the problems, interests, or concerns of youth (Butler, 1942, pp. 274-275; Douglas, Otto, & Romine, 1948, p. 231; Gilbert, 1951, p. 196; Heyl & Young, 1945, p. 205) .
Not surprisingly, given what the Review has had to say about curriculum research, the impetus for this reform effort did not seem to be the effectiveness of any of these organizational alternatives. Rather, the support was largely ideological, reflecting the desires of curriculum theorists to use the school for purposes of social control. For the contributors to a 1945 essay, for example, the promotion of democracy seemed to be the driving force behind efforts to find alternatives to the subject centered curriculum (Heyl, & Young, 1945, pp. 208-209) .
This interest in curriculum reorganization remained strong through the 1950s. At the beginning of the 1960s, however, curriculum researchers began to show a renewed interest in the role of school subjects as they embarked on a search for the so-called structure of the disciplines. Whether or not that undertaking represented a real shift in the field's orientation is less clear. There were those who expressed doubts about the effectiveness of disciplinary structures in differentiating one subject from another and consequently noted some "extravagance" in the claims that researchers were making about the value of such a supposed "structure" (Davis, 1963b, p. 247) . More importantly, however, the claims for discipline-centered curriculum reform during these years and into the contemporary period has had more to do with the vocational efficacy of the socalled hard subjects of science and mathematics in a technological society than they have had to do with a defense of liberal education (Kliebard, 1999, p. 231; Kliebard & Franklin, in press ).
Curriculum Making
The attempt of twentieth century curriculum theorists to develop a more directly functional curriculum by replacing the school subject as its organizing element meant that what was to be taught in school was no longer self-evident or pre-given. The curriculum was not simply a collection of recognized academic disciplines. Rather, it had to be consciously constructed by selecting the particular knowledge and skills from those academic disciplines that were related to specific concerns, interests, and problems of youth. And doing so required explicit procedures for curriculum making. Throughout its existence, RER has served as one forum where curriculum theorists attempted to work out those procedures.
In the Review's first issue in 1931, L. Thomas Hopkins spelled out what he saw as the consensus that had emerged during the previous decade about the task of curriculum making. It was, as he saw it, an essentially technical process comprising nine steps or procedures that included among them the establishment of aims, the selection and organization of content, the identification of teaching methods, the development of assessment procedures, the implementation of the curriculum, and the revision of components that appeared faulty. These were procedures, according to Hopkins, that he identified with such social efficiency oriented educators as Franklin Bobbitt and W.W. Charters as well as with proponents, like himself, of a more child-centered brand of education (Hopkins, 1931, pp. 6-7) . Two years later, another contributor identified a similarly technical and mechanistic set of procedures as constituting the method of curriculum making (Bruner, 1934, pp. 131-132) .
Interestingly enough this technical view, despite any breaks that may have occurred in the other three themes that we have considered, did not change over time. Writing in a 1960 issue of RER, John Goodlad, hardly a fan of the doctrine of social efficiency, described a process of curriculum making that involved four procedures: the identification of objectives, the designation of "learning opportunities" aligned to these goals, the selection of instructional practices, and evaluation. This was, he claimed, a process of curriculum making that was supported by such diverse educators as Ralph Tyler, B. Othanel Smith, and himself (Goodlad, 1960, p. 189) . The staying power of this approach to curriculum making points to the continuing doubts that curriculum theorists have about a discipline centered curriculum as well as their continuing interest in using the schools and its course of study for ameliorative and social control purposes.
The Materiality of Discursive Practices
The approach that I have taken thus far in this essay with its focus on curriculum discourse brings with it a certain inherent danger that must be acknowledged and hopefully avoided. Concentrating, as I have, on the language in which curriculum research is framed and on the discursive practices embedded in that research can lead us to misunderstand the material reality of curriculum work. This can occur if we lose sight of the fact that curriculum regulation is about both power and discourse (Apple, 1996a (Apple, , 1996b . Hopefully, I have set the stage for avoiding this problem at the outset by identifying two forms of curriculum regulation. One such form resides in the discursive practices embedded in the language in which we frame curriculum proposals and policies. The other is to be found in the institutional structures through which we realize these proposals and policies. We must recognize that both of these forms have a material effect as elements of power. Paying attention to the connection between them and how, consequently, the language we use structures the institutions we build can prevent us from going astray?
A good example of the relationship between these two forms of regulation can be found in the development of curricular policies and programs for socalled low-achieving children. Such children, as it turns out, exhibit a variety of characteristics. Some perform poorly in the basic subjects of reading, mathematics, and writing or earn failing grades in one or more areas of the curriculum. Others engage in inappropriate behavior that interferes with their ability to successfully complete required academic tasks. And still others are persistently truant. Although some of these low-achievers do come from privileged families, their growing presence in twentieth-century schools is often attributed to increases within the student population of the children of immigrants and the urban poor. Many of these low-achieving children bear or soon acquire any of a number of apparently official labels that school authorities fashioned to designate their difficulties, including 'backward,' 'slow-learner,' 'mentally retarded,' 'learning disabled,' 'behavior disordered,' or 'disadvantaged.' Others have no officially sanctioned school labels but quickly acquire what we might think of as unofficial teacher-designated labels of reproach.
The first public school programs for such children were the special classes that urban school systems began to establish at the end of the nineteenth century and during the first three decades of the twentieth. Many of these programs were designated for children with specific disabilities including blindness, deafness, mental retardation, and social maladjustment. There were also so-called ungraded classes for a diverse array of children who exhibited learning and behavior problems of uncertain origins that interfered with their progress in the regular grades (Franklin, 1994, pp. 23-32, 47-48) .
By the beginning of the 1930s, however, educators began to question whether a separate system of special education was really necessary for all children falling into this latter group. As an alternative they established classes within the regular school program to provide for these students. Sometimes these courses had their own special designations such as Detroit's Special Grade Room or New York City's Reading School. At other times they bore the same titles as regular classrooms. What typically distinguished them was their reduced enrollments or curriculum modifications. Sometimes these placements would be permanent and would have the effect of keeping low-achievers in school for longer periods of time. In other cases, these classes would provide for such children on a temporary basis until they could catch up with their peers and were ready to rejoin them in regular classrooms (Franklin, 1998) .
One such initiative was the class for slow learners that was established at New York City's Speyer School in 1936. The curriculum was an adaptation of the activity program that was then being introduced throughout the city and similarly involved the introduction of units organized around supposedly interesting undertakings or experiences rather than traditional academic subjects (Kliebard, 1995, pp. 145-146; New York City Board of Education, 1935, pp. 19-20) . Two Speyer teachers, Martha Cook and Cele Brickman, developed a unit entitled "Public Service and Public Utilities" for a group of fifth graders who seemed to know little about such matters as the cost of mailing a letter, the work of the electric company, or the use of the telephone. The resulting curriculum used guest speakers, films, class discussions, and some reading material to teach students how these services and facilities worked. During their study of the telephone company, students viewed a film about the Bell Telephone Laboratories, visited a branch office of New York Telephone, listened to a talk by a telephone company executive and toured the Museum of Science and Industry at Rockefeller Center. And as part of their study, they wrote and illustrated their own book on telephones (New York City Board of Education, 1938) .
Slow-learners at Speyer did not, however, study about public utilities solely for their own sake. According to Cook and Brickman, this topic was interesting to children and kept their attention. For that reason, it offered these teachers a vehicle through which they could introduce their students to reading, writing, and arithmetic (New York City Board of Education, 1938) . The New York Times lauded the activity curriculum as an efficient investment that would reduce retardation and truancy. And James Marshall, Vice President of the New York City Board of Education, noted that this curriculum would overcome the sense of failure that many children have when forced to master a traditional course of study (Cohen, 1964, p. 164) . Over the course of the next fifty or so years, this and similar programs in other cities would evolve into the full complement of special, remedial, compensatory, and at-risk programs that constitute the efforts of contemporary American schools to accommodate children who are thought to be low-achieving.
The construction of these policies and programs did not just happen. What was required, as a precursor or prerequisite, was the emergence of a set of discursive practices or ways of thinking about such concepts as children, schools, teaching, and learning, whose cumulative effect was to construct a notion of low-achievement and a teaching and learning regime to provide for such children. Our genealogy of RER identified four themes appearing in twentieth century curriculum discourse that carried these ways of thinking over time. Specifically, they carried the notion that the curriculum was a mechanism of social control and had an ameliorative mission, that curriculum content was selected and organized for functional purposes, and curriculum making was a technical process for attaining those utilitarian goals.
The discursive practices that we are describing represented a pattern of reasoning that had been emerging over the course of the past three centuries and involved a change in the way that Western intellectuals came to understand deviance and society's appropriate response. Although not fully worked out and thus appearing in a discontinuous lineage or line of descent, these discursive practices shifted the meaning of deviance from explicit and willful recalcitrance to implicit and unintentional behavior, a kind of socialization failure if you will. And at the same time they redirected the response to deviance away from punishment to therapeutic efforts to reintegrate individuals into society.
A major impact of these emerging discursive practices and the new understanding of deviance that they brought was to extend the task of social regulation beyond the coercive agencies of society to its medical and educational institutions. Resulting in what we may think of as a medicalization of the concept of deviance, the existence of these discursive practices served to redefine ordinary problems of compliance as medical problems requiring the interven-tion of physicians and psychologists. Their ultimate effect was to attenuate the distinction between correction on the one hand and treatment and education on the other and to set the stage for a host of enterprises that would join those efforts together.
On the academic side, they placed in motion the efforts of sociologists and social psychologists to define implicit and voluntary theories of social control as a substitute for existing explicit and coercive theories. The result was to replace the role that formal institutions were believed to play in the maintenance of social order with the spontaneous actions of internal mechanisms of personality and self formation. As an impetus for social reform, the existence of these discursive practices allowed for the early twentieth century collaboration between philanthropy and medicine that resulted in the formation of the mental hygiene movement and their resulting attempt to employ psychiatric and psychological knowledge to combat such social problems as juvenile delinquency. And within the schools, this pattern of thinking made possible, among other innovations, the establishment of special programs for low-achieving children (Franklin, 1994, pp. 7-17) .
Exploring the development of curricular policies and programs for low-achievers points clearly to the linkage between the discursive practices embedded in curricular language and the state building that occurs when such proposals are institutionalized.These programs and policies were one phase of the larger practice of curriculum differentiation designed to enhance the administrative capacity of schools to address the growth and diversity of the school population during the course of this century. And consequently they were vehicles, not unlike other kinds of curriculum differentiation, that allowed twentieth century schools to serve as regulative instruments for channeling children to unequal life destinies and thereby perpetuating existing patterns of power and privilege in succeeding generations (Franklin, 1986) .
Conclusions
My purpose in writing this essay was to explore the relationship between research reviews and the fields of study to which they pertain. Such reviews, I argued at the outset of the essay, are venues where fields are constituted, reproduced, and over time changed. My exploration of how research reviews construct fields of inquiry was designed, then, to explore the connection between the discursive practices embedded in the language with which we frame those reviews and the material reality of those fields.
The approach that I followed was to undertake a genealogical examination of the research reviews that appeared in the thirteen theme issues of the Review of Educational Research devoted to curriculum that were published from the journal's inception in 1931 until 1969. I was particularly concerned with the discursive practices embedded in the discourse or language in which these reviews were framed and how those reasoning rules structured the state building initiatives that produced the programs and policies, the institutional forms, if you will, of the curriculum field. It was these discursive practices, particularly their patterns of discontinuity over time, that constructed the curriculum field in a certain way. Exploring the lineage of these discursive practices, I identified four key themes that define the curriculum field. One such theme has to do with the state of curriculum research. Another was the relationship between curriculum and society. The third involved curriculum selection and organization. And the fourth addressed curriculum making.
Taken together over time these themes have constructed a field that sees the curriculum as an instrument of social control for ameliorative purposes. A field so constructed, I suggested, has had an impact on what I call the materiality of curriculum work. Specifically, it set the stage for the creation of a differentiated curriculum. Looking at one phase of this differentiation, the development of curricular policies and programs for low-achieving students, I explored the role that discursive practices played in making the curriculum an instrument of power.
We do not know if the linkage that I have identified in this essay between curriculum reviews and the curriculum field holds true for other areas of educational inquiry. If that relationship were to turn out to be true, we could draw a similar conclusion about the role of research reviews in education generally. We could say, in other words, that the discursive practices embedded in the language in which our research reviews are framed creates the kind of thinking that constructs fields of inquiry in certain ways and not others. And it is this kind of construction that points to the important connection between educational research and power. In this essay, I have tried to provide an example of what this connection might look like and how we can go about uncovering it.
Notes
1 A portion of the research reported in this essay was assisted by a grant from the Spencer Foundation. The data presented, the statements made, and the views expressed are solely the responsibility of the author. I am indebted to Mary Jo Finney, Thomas Popkewitz, and Traki Taylor for their critical reading of earlier drafts to this essay. 2 Between 1931 and 1969, RER devoted each of its issues to publishing solicited reviews in specific fields within the broader discipline of education, curriculum being one. Beginning in 1970, the journal adopted a different editorial policy in which each issue of RER published unsolicited reviews on topics of an author's choice. During this period, four articles falling within the field of currirulum appeared exploring the topics of curriculum policy-making, the production of curricular knowledge, comparative studies of curriculum, and curriculum implementation. From 1980 until the present day, no reviews have appeared that can be identified with the curriculum field in anything approaching the way that had been the case previously. 3 There is a vast contemporary literature that makes this assertion. For two of the best and most compelling statements of this position, see Young (1971) and Apple(1990) . 4 For a good example of an effort to deal with both forms of regulation, see Popkewitz (1998) .
